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PER CURIAM: 

  Jerome van Buren appeals the district court’s order 

denying his motion for a reduction in sentence pursuant to 18 

U.S.C. § 3582(c)(2) (2012), based on Amendment 750 to the 

Sentencing Guidelines.  The district court denied relief, 

finding that Amendment 750 had no effect on van Buren’s 

Guidelines range because he was sentenced as a career offender.  

We affirm. 

  After review of the record, we find no reversible 

error in the district court’s denial of § 3582(c)(2) relief. 

Because van Buren was sentenced in 2005, prior to the effective 

date of the Fair Sentencing Act (“FSA”), the FSA does not apply.  

United States v. Bullard, 645 F.3d 237, 246-49 (4th Cir. 2011); 

see United States v. Black, 737 F.3d 280, 282 (4th Cir. 2013), 

cert. denied, 2014 WL 956495 (U.S. Apr. 21, 2014).  Further, van 

Buren’s Guidelines range was determined by his career offender 

status.  See United States v. Munn, 595 F.3d 183, 187 (4th Cir. 

2010).  Finally, although Van Buren argued that the FSA did in 

fact change his Guidelines range because it lowered the 

statutory maximum penalty for his drug offense, which resulted 

in a lower career offender base offense level, we reject his 

claim.  See United States v. Charles, __ F.3d __, __ 2014 WL 

1424468, at *1 (9th Cir. 2014).   
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Accordingly, we affirm.  We dispense with oral 

argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately 

presented in the materials before this court and argument would 

not aid the decisional process.  

AFFIRMED 

 


